Introduction
In the United States the rule of law is practically a civil religion. The rule of law is guarantor of Americans' liberties. It protects them from government running amok. Today the American rule of law is under siege. The challenge does not come, however, from a Hitler on the right or a Stalin on the left who would overthrow it.
2 No. The challenge to the rule of law in America comes from the keepers of the faith, i.e., from its evangelists, apostles, reformers, and just plain disciples. Americans spread the gospel abroad and question whether they keep it at home. 3 Libertarians think the United States needs better rules rather than fewer rules. 4 Reformers see that the American rule of law undermines individual responsibility. 5 Disciples see that American rules lead to bad decisions rather than to good ones. 6 Even pious parishioners in the pews perceive that, however well they believe that it protects individual liberty against tyrannical heads of state, the American rule of law comes up short in protecting and governing day-today. 7 It needs, scholars say, "rethinking."
8 Doubters of the American rule of law religion discern what true believers do not: the rule of law is not just about liberty. It is also about governing. That thought was in Americans' minds at the beginning of the last century when they sang the second verse of the then recently written and still today popular national hymn, America the Beautiful: "America, America, God mend thy every flaw. Confirm thy soul in self-control, Thy liberty in law." Today, liberty in law has lost its ring. 9 Doubters of the American rule of law religion observe what true believers overlook: an effective rule of law is a law of statutory rules. Judge-made precedents are secondary. That was in the minds of American lawyers already 125 years ago when the American Bar Association resolved: "The law itself should be reduced, so far as its substantive principles are settled, to the form of a statute."
10 Then, even the truest of true believers in judge-made law, James C.
Carter, the preeminent nineteenth century opponent of codification, limited his claims for the benefits of common law lawmaking to private law, i.e., claims of rights among individuals, and excluded "our public law, our statutory law, which relates to the Constitution, organization and administration of the state." 11 Today, however, American lawyers ignore that truth when they celebrate a contemporary common law of judicial lawmaking and ignore statutes of legislatures. Doubters of the American rule of law see two problems which are, in reality, two sides of the same coin. On the one side of the coin, they see rules of law that are excessively detailed and deny human judgment in their application. Rules and not people end up making decisions in matters that lawmakers never anticipated. The American rule of law today is, says law reformer Philip K. Howard, a "rule of nobody." The language of dead legislators governs because they did not trust judges to carry out less detailed instructions. On the other side of the coin, doubters see judges that assert supremacy over the texts of statutes. Justice Antonin Scalia describes the ills that arise when "judges fashion law rather than fairly derive it from governing texts;" instead of following rules, judges "do what they want." 13 Common law lawmaking undercuts democracy. 14 On the one side of the coin, the law is too certain. On the other side, it is too indeterminate.
15
The coin debased by common law lawmaking cannot buy good government. Good government depends on statutes to go by itself. Only then can the governed and the governors alike apply laws, to themselves and to others using their common sense without being perplexed by unfathomable rules or being frustrated by unending procedure. Professor Richard A. Epstein, a libertarian, prescribes the cure: "make sure that the tasks that are given to the government are both limited and well-defined, and … let the people who are in charge have the degree of flexibility needed to carry out their task." 16 Americans can structure a government that works, but it requires courage. To limit and to define the tasks given to government, while allowing flexibility in carrying those tasks out, are matters of legislating. American skills with legislation are lacking. American skills in writing statutes are deficient. American skills in interpreting statutes are lacking. American skills in applying statutes are poor. Americans know that. The world knows that. 17 Still, the task is managea- The rule of law religion and the contemporary common law are the show stoppers. They so dominate American thinking about law and legal methods that they leave no ground for better methods to take root.
Contemporary Common Law
According to American rule of law religion, the United States is a "common law" country where judicial precedents are the law and where statutes-even todayare occasional interlopers. 19 The American rule of law religion reflects the late nineteenth century rule of law popularized by the English jurist Albert Venn Dicey: common law, common law courts and no discretion in law application.
20
"The common law in the Anglo-American world is synonymous for most people with the rule of law."
21
In the contemporary common law judges are supreme in lawmaking. Where there is no law or the law is found only in precedents, they have authority to make binding law, i.e., common law precedents binding in future cases (stare decisis). Where there are statues, they have authority to decide whether those laws are consistent with the U.S. Constitution (constitutional or judicial review, sometimes known as judicial supremacy). Moreover, where there are statutesquality of primary legislation. … More so than in other OECD countries, the United States has found it extremely difficult to improve legislative quality and coherence."). 18 which today, is just about everywhere-judges assert that they have authority to determine the meaning of statutes not only for the cases they are presently deciding, but for future cases (statutory precedent or statutory stare decisis).
22
Contemporary common law thus extends judicial supremacy over the constitutional validity of statutes to judicial supremacy over the meaning and application of statutes. It makes judicial precedents the starting points for legal reasoning rather than statutory texts. It demonetizes legislation. It encourages legislators to leave to judges the last word in making law: judges will take it anyway. 23 It compromises governing by law.
Contemporary common law concentrates on litigation. In litigation judges are authorized-indeed, they are required-to decide rights between two competing parties before the court. Only in their own world of judicial supremacy, however, do judges in such cases have legal authority or legislative legitimacy to decide, not just the cases before them, but what will be law in future cases decided according to the statutes they apply.
24
Applying contemporary common law in statutory cases makes a mockery of the idea that law is a set of democratically established rules, applied to the facts of cases, by those subject to law and by those who govern. 25 Contemporary common law in its concentration on litigation dovetails well with the concentration of the American rule of law religion on guaranteeing individual rights to the practical exclusion of good governing. The contemporary common law was a bad choice of American law when judges adopted it gradually in the course of the nineteenth century. That it did not work well was amply proven by American government in the twentieth century. That it should not be the future of American law in the twenty-first century is the challenge that the doubters make.
Faced with the evidence of failure of the contemporary common law, true believers find solace in saying that that is the price we pay for a government under law. No other way can work. Our American ways must be the best-at least for us Americans (American exceptionalism). Received wisdom clings to a view of history that holds that this is the way Americans have always done law. So the late Justice Brennan introduced American law to neophytes with the conventional view of American legal history:
In the early years of the republic 'American' law was, in fact, largely English common law. It was transplanted by a group of former colonial subjects who had begun their revolution in order to secure their 'rights as Englishmen.' In the nineteenth century, legal innovation occurred mostly at the state level, as common law courts adapted old doctrines to the circumstances of a new and growing nation. In [the twentieth] century, the momentum of reform began to shift to the federal government [and to] … a coming supremacy of federal law [and] federal legislation.
26
Received wisdom is myth. Its view of history is false. 27 What the American colonists brought with them and what they sought presents no monolithic picture: early America was a land of "many legalities." 28 The picture of common law in colonial America was complex. The colonies varied from colony-to-colony in what they adopted. None adopted common law wholesale; each adapted it to local conditions. They chose among common law rules (e.g., land tenures, crimes and punishments, forms of action) and common law institutions (e.g., courts, jury were hard to come by-made adoption of eighteenth century common law methods (known as "declaring law") difficult. Of course, they could not have adopted contemporary common law methods (known as lawmaking), for those methods were yet to be developed. 29 Before the Revolution there were no published American precedents, but there many written laws.
Received wisdom ignores centuries of Americans searching for liberty and common good in written law.
In the seventeenth century, even before the Pilgrims went ashore on the American Continent, aboard the Mayflower anchored in Massachusetts Bay, they agreed in the Mayflower Compact to Combine ourselves together into a Civil Body Politic, for our better ordering and preservation and furtherance of the ends aforesaid; and by virtue hereof to enact, constitute and frame such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts, Constitutions and Offices, from time to time, as shall be thought most meet and convenient for the general good of the Colony, unto which we promise all due submission and obedience.
Soon colonists in Massachusetts adopted written laws. The preamble of the Lawes and Libertyes of Masschusetts of 1647 colorfully explains why: "a Common-wealth without lawes is like a Ship without rigging and steeradge."
30 They knew that written laws-and not precedents-are how societies run and guide themselves. Their leaders provided a book of laws to "satisfie your longing expectation, and frequent complaints for want of such a volume to be published in print: wherin (upon every occasion) you might readily see the rule which you ought to walke by."
In the eighteenth century, founders of the American republic, such as John Adams and Thomas Jefferson, sought a "government of laws and not of men." Their nineteenth successors, Justice Joseph Story, President Abraham Lincoln and codifier David Dudley Field, looked to written law to govern. Americans legislated. Constitutional conventions created and amended state constitutions: in the first one hundred and ten years, to 1887, according to one count, one hundred four state constitutions and two hundred and fourteen partial amend- In 1876, the North American Review, then under the editorship of Henry Adams and possibly the nation's most important intellectual magazine, published in its commemoration of the centennial of the American republic: "The great fact in the progress of American jurisprudence which deserves special notice and reflection is its tendency towards organic statute law and towards the systematizing of law; in other words, towards written constitutions and codification."
33 A competing commemorative volume sponsored by Harpers Monthly Magazine, observed that "The art of administering government according to the directions of a written constitution may fairly be named among the products of American thought and effort during our century." 34 That of which rule of law doubters today dream was thought the American exceptionalism of the day:
Our idea is that … all the powers of government, all the authority which society can rightly exercise towards individuals, are originally vested in the masses of the people; that the people meet together (by their delegates) to organize a government, and freely decide what officers they will have to act for them in making and administering laws, and what the powers of these officers shall be. Rev. 196 (1915) . The new legal sus of the American Bar Association's meeting in London was that to adopt a code was an un-American attempt "to supplant the parent Common Law" and "to forsake our English heritage and follow the lead of Imperial Rome." 40 In just fifty years between the nation's centennial in 1876 and its sesquicentennial in 1926 lawyers, judges and law teachers took over the legal system to run it as their own.
41
By the time the bicentennial celebration rolled around in 1976, the ABA commemorative volumes did not even note the triumph of common law over written law; they simply assumed it. 42 At the turn of this century in 2000 the ABA commemorative volume in its "Principles" section at book's outset claimed that "The common law provides the tools and flexibility to allow the law to continue to serve the needs of a diverse society in a world of rapid change and tech- , 2000) . 44 Id. 45 See, e.g., "German Legislation," supra note 35, at 283 ("Americans abroad are apt to fall into one of two classes; either to be irritated, in the presence of an older civilization, into a spread-eagle state of mind, or else to fall down and worship it. The writer will be acquitted of belonging to the former, and no declaration of independence will save him if he is thought to have dealt in too rosy colors. Political institutions [in Germany] are offensive, but he admits a feeling of satisfaction in seeing or thinking he sees the law, which is every man's attendant through life, walking by his side in modern dress, and speaking a language which everyone understands."). See also James R. Jurists (1958) at 10 (the rule of law is "the body of precepts of fundamental individual rights permeating institutions of government … by which such precepts may be applied to make those rights effective."). 50 Chronicle. That Adams had the opportunity to draft the Massachusetts Constitution is a remarkable story in itself. An earlier attempt at a constitution for the state had failed; Massachusetts was the last state to follow the April 1776 call of the Continental Congress to write a state constitution. But Adams left the United States in 1778 for ten years in Europe. In that decade, he was home for just three months. Yet it was in those three months that Adams was elected to the be a delegate to the Massachusetts Constitutional Convention, the Convention assembled, appointed Adams to the Committee to write the State Constitution, and Adams, in September and October 1779, wrote it. Before the Convention could approve his draft, he was gone for Europe.
In writing the Constitution Adams relied on his 1776 pamphlet Thoughts on Government: Applicable to the Present State of the American Colonies.
55 That pamphlet brought him acclaim, contributed to his role in the Declaration of Independence and made him someone for others to consult in drafting their state constitutions. It was there that he wrote that "the very definition of a republic 'is an empire of laws, and not of men'" and that "a republic is the best of governments." He took the term from James Harrington's Oceana. For Massachusetts Adams wrote of a government and not an empire of laws.
Adams wrote Thoughts on Government to give to other Americans on how they might create constitutions and institutions for governing the new states coming into being in 1776. He began by rejecting Pope's famous aphorism "The forms of government let fools contest: That which is best administered is best." Adams said no: "Pope flattered tyrants too much …. Nothing could be more fallacious than this." The form of government does make a difference, he asserted. "Nothing is more certain, from the history of nations and the nature of men, that some forms of government are better fitted for being well-administered than others." And so, Adams asked: "As good government is an empire of laws, how shall your laws be made?" Three years later he gave his answer in his draft of the Massachusetts Constitution.
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Adams' Constitution and Frame of Government. It is anachronistic to describe a document of 1780 in terms that were not to achieve currency for another 55 56 Except as noted, references here are to the final language of the adopted 1780 constitution and not to that of Adams' 1779 draft. Differences between the two with respect to specific sections cited are believed minor unless discussed.
century. Yet Adam's Constitution anticipates the balanced approach of a legal state which accommodates individual rights and governing together more than it foreshadows the individual rights-focused American rule of law. It looks more like a legal state founded on statute law and a principle of legality than it does like a rule of law content with judge-made law and inherent authority. It anticipates laws that are integrated and stable that people can follow more than an ever-changing mix of judicial precedents. It is for the legislature to state the laws, for the executive to carry them out, and for the judiciary to accept the reasoned judgments of both.
The preamble of Adams' constitution begins stating that government balances common good and individual rights: "The end of the institution, maintenance, and administration of government is to secure the existence of the body-politic, to protect it, and to furnish the individuals who compose it with the power of enjoying, in safety and tranquility, their natural rights and the blessings of life."
The preamble's second paragraph states the means to accomplish this end: "certain laws for the common good." So it is "a duty of the people … to provide for an equitable mode of making laws, as well as for an impartial interpretation, and a faithful execution of them." It is through these written laws, "that everyman may at all times, find his security in them." The preamble concludes "We, therefore, the people of Massachusetts, … do agree upon, ordain and establish the following declaration of rights and frame of government as the constitution of the commonwealth of Massachusetts."
Adams' "government of laws and not of men" is part of the statement of the principle of a separation of powers among legislative, executive and judicial branches of government. It occupies a mediating place between individual rights and common good. In the Constitution it literally stands between two parts, Part the First, Declaration of Rights, and Part the Second, Frame of Government. Adams, in his draft placed it at the beginning of Part the Second, Frame of Government. The Constitutional Convention moved it to the end of Part the First. Where Adams in his draft only provided that "the legislative, executive and judicial power shall be placed in separate departments," the Convention in the final version, besides moving the provision from one part to the other, declared that each of the branches "shall never exercise" powers of the other.
Written law. Adams' Constitution provides a frame for statute law and governing. Chapter I, Section I, Article IV of Part the Second, the Frame of Gov-ernment, gives the legislature authority "to make, ordain, and establish all manner of wholesome and reasonable orders, laws, statutes, and ordinances, directions and instructions, either with penalties or without, so as the same be not repugnant or contrary to this constitution, as they shall judge to be for the good and welfare of this commonwealth, and for the government and ordering thereof, and of the subjects of the same, and for the necessary support and defence of the government thereof." Article XXII of Part the First, the Declaration of Rights, calls on the legislature frequently to assemble "for address[ing] of grievances, for correcting, strengthening, and confirming the laws, and for making new laws, as the common good may require."
Adams' Constitution does not contemplate contemporary judge-made law or judicial supremacy. Article X of Part the First, the Declaration of Rights provides: "In fine, the people of this commonwealth are not controllable by any other laws than those to which their constitutional representative body have given their consent." Article XX adds: "The power of suspending the laws, or the execution of the laws, ought never to be exercised but by the legislature, or by authority derived from it, to be exercised in such particular cases only as the legislature shall expressly provide for."
Adams' Constitution commands "standing laws" to protect the people from rapid changes in law. Article X of Part the First, the Declaration of Rights provides: "Every individual of the society has a right to be protected by it in the enjoyment of his life, liberty, and property, according to standing laws." Later Adams explained that a constant changing of the laws though judicial decision or through legislation denies the people the benefit of law.
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Adams' constitution anticipates laws that are coordinated one with another. 58 Article 6 of Part the Second, the Frame of Government, avoids a gap in law by providing that "All the laws which have heretofore been adopted, used, and approved in the province, colony, or State of Massachusetts Bay, and usually practiced on in the courts of law, shall still remain and be in full force, until altered or repealed by the legislature, such parts only excepted as are repugnant to 57 1 John Adams, A Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the United States of America ... (3 rd ed 1797) at 141 ("Instead of being permanent, and affording constant protection to the lives, liberties, and properties of the citizens, will be alternately the sport of contending factions, and the mere vibrations of a pendulum. From the beginning to the end it will be a government of men, now of one set, and then of another; but never a government of laws.") 58 On the idea generally, see Karl Riesenhuber, "English common law versus German Systemdenken? Internal versus external approaches," 7 Utrecht L. Rev., (January 2001) at Issue 1, available at www.utrechtlawreview.org. the rights and liberties contained in this constitution." To assure consistency Chapter III, Article II gives executive and legislative branches "authority to require the opinions of the justices of the supreme judicial court upon important questions of law, and upon solemn occasions." Article XXIX of Part the First, the Declaration of Rights calls for "an impartial interpretation of the laws, and administration of justice."
Law for governing. Adams' constitution looks for a government that will govern according to law. It does not limit the executive branch to acting only in response to explicit statutory direction. For example, Chapter II Section I Article IV of Part the Second, the Frame of Government, provides that "The governor shall have authority, from time to time, at his discretion, to assemble and call together the councillors of this commonwealth for the time being; and the governor, with the said councillors, or five of them at least, shall and may, from time to time, hold and keep a council, for the ordering and directing the affairs of the commonwealth, agreeably to the constitution and the laws of the land." Later Adams explained: "The executive power is properly the government; the laws are a dead letter until an administration begins to carry them into execution." 59 Adams' Constitution comes close to anticipating a requirement of statutory authority for government action, i.e., a principle of legality. Article XVIII of Part the First, the Declaration of Rights, provides that the people "have a right to require of their lawgivers and magistrates an exact and constant observation of them [i.e. fundamental principles of the constitution], in the formation and execution of the laws necessary for the good administration of the commonwealth." It allows for exceptions to rights, such as search warrant may issue, and soldiers may be quartered in homes, but only "with the formalities, prescribed by the laws" or "in a manner ordained by the legislature."
60 Government officers are to swear to carry out their duties "agreeably to the rules and regulations of the constitution and the laws of the commonwealth." 
Jefferson's Legislation: A Government of Laws for the Commonwealth of Virginia
When I left Congress in 76, it was in the persuasion that our whole code must be reviewed, adapted to our republican form of government, and, now that we had no negatives of Councils, Governors & Kings to restrain us from doing right, that it should be corrected in all its parts, with a single eye to reason, & the good of those for whose government it was framed. No work was of greater urgency for Jefferson than his legislation. He expected the war to be short. He did not stay in Philadelphia a moment longer than he had to. He rushed home to Virginia. A republican state needed republican laws. "It can never be too often repeated," he later wrote," that the time for fixing every essential right on a legal basis is when our rulers are honest, and ourselves united. From the conclusion of this war we shall be going down hill." 70 No work had more substance for Jefferson than building a government of laws. He wrote in his autobiography, "I knew that our legislation under the regal government had many vicious points which urgently required reformation, and I thought I could be of more use in forwarding that work. I therefore retired from my seat in Congress on the 2d. day of Sep., resigned it, and took my place in the legislature of my state.'" 71 When a messenger reached him in Virginia with a Congressional commission to join Benjamin Franklin on the critical mission to France, Jefferson took three days to think it over-keeping the messenger waiting-and finally declined the appointment.
civil justice, property law, the established church, importation of slaves, and naturalization; and (2) , he introduced both bills. The former, was the first of his "great reform bills, which he hoped would destroy the foundations of an aristocracy of wealth." It was the less important of the two! 77 The legislature adopted it on Saturday, November 1, without substantial change. Already on the Wednesday, the 23 rd , it had approved the Bill for the Revision of the laws. Americans speak of a president's first hundred days in office. Jefferson, in office only as state legislator, in a scant twenty-six days, overturned the common law of land tenures, began creation of a new set of courts, and authorized a total overhaul of Virginia law.
to the next meeting of the General Assembly." The charge to the committeewritten by Jefferson-was expansive:
Whereas the later change which hath of necessity been introduced into the form of government in this country, it is become also necessary to make corresponding changes in the laws heretofore in force, many of which are inapplicable to the powers of government as now organized, others are founded on principles heterogeneous to the republican spirit, others which, long before such change, had been oppressive to the people, could yet never be repealed while the regal power continued, and others, having taken their origin while our ancestors remained in Britain, are not so well adapted to our present circumstances of time and place, and it is also necessary to introduce certain other laws, which, though proved by the experience of other states to be friendly to liberty and the rights of mankind, we have not heretofore been permitted to adopt .…" Laymen debate whether the Revisal was "a complete codification" or a "compilation of laws in force." 83 It was more than the latter and closer to the former. The former no man or two men alone could have accomplished in the three years Jefferson and Wythe had.
The enormity of the work that Jefferson and Wythe undertook is hard to appreciate even for lawyers. Lawyers work with one case at a time. In counseling they advise how they see the law in one or a handful of fact situations. In litigating they argue for one view that they see as benefiting their client. Judges focus on one set of facts and the laws that might apply to it. Law teachers in America assume the role of lawyers. Good lawmakers, on the other hand, must make provision for not one case, but for all possible cases, even though they well know that they cannot anticipate all cases. Good lawmakers must capture in a few understandable words what they want people to do. Good lawmakers must make their laws consistent internally and with other laws. John Austin saw that this "the technical part of legislation, is incomparably more difficult than what may be styled the ethical. 84 In legislating Jefferson was building a government of laws. He was the architect designing a new republic. His designs would demolish old law that was inapplicable, oppressive, contrary to republican sensibilities, or simply not welladapted to present time and circumstances as the Act creating the committee contemplated. Jefferson intended his designs to rationalize existing laws and institutions and to create new ones. They would create government, guide governors in how to govern and instruct those governed in what was expected of them. He was ripping out common law that he found feudal, offensive or just plain foolish.
Jefferson's Revisal suggests no thought to using contemporary common law methods of lawmaking to bring about the republic of his visions. To the contrary, the Revisal was legislation. Jefferson could hardly have proceeded in any other way. Only statutes can root out old laws, refashion rationally remaining institutions, create wholly new institutions, and provide direction in how to govern. Jefferson sought to use legislation to do all four. 85 In a democratic republic
Jefferson could not decree judicially a new society and new laws. He had to get the assent of the democratically-elected legislature.
The substance of Jefferson's legislation. 86 Historians focus-as did Jefferson himself-on the substance of his legislative work. His biographers take from twenty-five to fifty pages to describe it. The bills of the Revisal alone were printed in ninety oversized folio pages in tiny type (over three hundred pages in a standard type face in a large octavo book). Other legislation he wrote or spon-ommended by the visitors of William and Mary College shall be observed. Teachers are accountable for their performance; just as they are for their fidelity to the commonwealth; overseers are accountable for their recommendations and appointments; scholars are accountable for making the best of whatever genius they have. In short, the entire scheme for establishing and maintaining an educational system constitutes in itself an education in responsible self-governance. In lavishing these details upon the bill, Jefferson also gave his fullest explanation by example of what he meant by self-government. … [A] free people must be qualified 'as judges of the actions and designs of men.' Jefferson's bill encompasses that intention at every level."
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The ultimate judge of legislation is whether it works.
Since much of what Jefferson wrote was not adopted and since much that was adopted addressed soon-tobe-obsolete matters, it is difficult to characterize how well his bills would have worked. But some can be measured. One commentator singled out Jefferson's Statute of Descents of October 1775 a century later. That law "demolished" "every shred of the pre-existing (English) law of descents" and established new law based on contradictory principles. Nonetheless, the admirer wrote: "So precise, so comprehensive and exhaustive, so simple and clear, were the terms in which they were expressed, that in the experience of a completed century but one single doubt as to the construction and effect of any part of it has arisen." 
Conclusion
Ten years ago Professor Charles Abernathy told a German audience of lawyers and judges, that although they and their American counterparts might see the roots of the American legal system in English common law and a common law process of simultaneously making and applying law, "with respect to constitutional law-America's greatest legal contribution to modern respect for the rule of law, the roots of the U.S. legal system are firmly planted in Europe, not In this contribution, I have not been concerned with where the ideas of Adams and Jefferson came from, but where they might lead. Their government of laws and not of men partakes more of a democratic legal state than it does of the Dicey-like rule of law of the contemporary common law. Their state is a state based on statutes adopted by democratic legislatures using procedures intended to produce laws that promote the common good. Their statutes are well-crafted and consistent within themselves and with other laws to the end that no one should be forced to break one law in order to follow another. Their laws guide the people-the governed and governors alike-toward making good decisions based on personal responsibility. Their directions are understandable and not obtuse. They can be faithfully interpreted. They do not presume to decide all issues of their application beforehand. They are a path to good government and to liberty in law.
